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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-45 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-3. 5-6, 16-18, 20-21, 31-33 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Carre (US 6,282,579). 

4. As per claim 1 , Carre teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
network management system [col. 1, lines 10-19] comprising: 

a gateway [CMISE Gateway, Fig. 3a] which is coupled to one or more managed 
objects [col. 5, lines 2-23] and which is configured to deliver messages between the 
managed objects and one or more managers [Fig. 2b; Fig. 3a-3b; col. 3, lines 33-53; 
col. 5, lines 9-20]; and 
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a platform-independent interface [i.e., CIVIISE/IDL] to the gateway, wherein the 
gateway is configurable to communicate with the managers through the platform- 
independent interface to deliver the messages [col. 5, lines 25-33 & 60-65]. 

Wherein the gateway Is configurable to deliver the messages for each manager 
in a format selected by that manager [col. 5, lines 49-59; col. 6, lines 30-35]. 

5. As per claim 2, Carre teaches that the selected format comprises text [col. 6, 
lines 30-35]. 

6. As per claim 3, Carre teaches that the selected format comprises Abstract 
Syntax Notation One (ASN1) [col. 1, lines 38-42]. 

7. As per claims 5-6, Carre teaches that the platform-independent interface to the 
gateway is expressed in an interface definition language, and wherein the interface 
definition language comprises a language for defining interfaces to managed objects 
across a plurality of platforms and across a plurality of programming languages, and the 
interface definition language comprises OMG IDL [col. 4, lines 7-13]. 

8. As per claims 16-18 and 20-21 , since they are method claims of claims 1 -3 and 
5-6, they are rejected for the same basis as claims 1-3 and 5-6. 
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9. As per claims 31-33 and 35-36, since they are program claims of claims 1-3 and 
5-6, they are rejected for the same basis as claims 1-3 and 5-6. 

10. Claims 1-2, 4-11, 13-17, 19-26, 28-32, 34-41 and 43-45 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Shank et al. (US 6,445,776 B1). 

11. As per claim 1 , Shank teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
network management system [col. 1, lines 13-18] comprising: 

a gateway [220, 230, Fig. 2] which is coupled to one or more managed objects 
[i.e., data in different resources] and which is configured to deliver messages between 
the managed objects and one or more managers [ 210-216, Fig. 2; col. 4, line 65 - col. 
5, line 12; col. 7, line 63 - col. 8, line 9]; and 

a platform-independent interface [i.e., media service interface] to the gateway, 
wherein the gateway is configurable to communicate with the managers through the 
platform-independent interface to deliver the messages [col. 17, lines 26-37]. 

Wherein the gateway is configurable to deliver the messages for each manager 
in a format selected by that manager [col. 5, lines 39-50]. 



1 2. As per claim 2, Shank teaches that the selected format comprises text [228, Fig. 
2]. 
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13. As per claim 4, Shank teaches that the messages are communicated with the 
managers via Internet Inter-Object Protocol (HOP) [col. 3, line 65 - col. 4, line 1]. 

14. As per claims 5-6, Shank teaches that the platform-independent interface to the 
gateway is expressed in an interface definition language, and wherein the interface 
definition language comprises a language for defining interfaces to managed objects 
across a plurality of platforms and across a plurality of programming languages, and the 
interface definition language comprises OMG IDL [col. 4, lines 7-13]. 

1 5. As per claims 7 and 8, Shank teaches that the managed objects comprise one or 
more objects corresponding to a telephone network [ 210, Fig. 2; col. 7, lines 20-24], 

16. As per claims 9 and 1 0, Shank teaches that the gateway comprises a request 
gateway which is configured to deliver messages generated by the 

one or more managers to the one or more managed objects, and wherein the messages 
comprise requests for the one or more managed objects [col. 2, lines 64-67; col. 7, lines 
43-46; col. 7, line 66 - col. 8, line 6]. 

1 7. As per claim 1 1 , Shank teaches that the requests comprise a command to set 
one or more parameters [i.e., tvmList, offset, etc.] of one of the managed objects [col. 
17, lines 53-66]. 
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18. As per claim 13, Shank teaches that the requests are converted from the 
interface definition language to a platform-specific format prior to delivery to 
the managed objects [col. 5, lines 39-50]. 

1 9. As per claim 14, Shank teaches that the gateway comprises an event gateway [ 
234, Fig. 2], and the messages comprise events associated with the managed objects 
[col. 5, lines 5-12]. 

20. As per claims 1 5, Carre teaches that the events comprise an aiert generated by 
one of the managed objects [col. 6, lines 59-61]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

22. Claims 3, 12, 18, 27, 33 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shank et al. (US 6,445,776 B1) as applied to claim 1-2, 4-11, 13-17, 
19-26. 28-32, 34-41 and 43-45 above. 
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23. As per claims 3 and 12, Shank teaches the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 . Shank does not specifically teaches that the selected format comprises 
Abstract Syntax Notation One (ASN1 ) and the requests are converted from the interface 
definition language to a Portable Management Interface (PMI) format prior to delivery to 
the managed objects. How/ever, It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made that utilizing art well-known specification 
language [e.g. ASN. 1] aiid particular interface format [e.g. PMI] in Shank's system for 
fulfilling the system requirement. 

24. As per claims 18 and 27, since they are method claims of claims 3 and 12, they 
are rejected for the same basis as claims 3 and 27 above. 

25. As per claims 33 and 42, since they are program claims of claims 3 and 12, they 
are rejected for the same basis as claims 3 and 12. 

Conclusion 

26. Applicant's arguments filed on 1 2/22/03 for claims 1 -45 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. 

27. In the remarks, applicant argued In substance that (1 ) Carre does not teach the 
gateway is configured to deliver the message for each manager in a format selected by 
that manager; (2) Carre does not teach that the selected format comprises text. 
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(3) Shank does not teach the gateway is configured to deliver the message for each 
manager in a format selected by that manager; (4) Shank does not teach that the 
selected format comprises text; (5) The rejection for claims 3, 12, 18, 27, 33 and 42 is 
based in hindsight. 

28. Examiner respectfully traverses applicant's remarks: 

A. As to point (1 ), applicant fails to consider the teaching of the Carre for 
translating each message from one format [i.e., OS! objects] into another format [i.e., 
CORBA objects] in the communication layer of the gateway, wherein the format can be 
accessed by each deliver manage [i.e., classic CORBA message; col. 5, lines 49-59]. 
Thus, Carre does teach the gateway is configured to deliver the message for each 
manager in a format selected by that manager. 

B. As to point (2), applicant fails to consider the teaching of Carre for 
converting the full-distinguished name [i.e., text] for the message being transferred [col. 
6, lines 30-35] form type of the objects reference to ASN.1 type [col. 6, lines 22-26]. 
Thus, Carre does teach that the selected format comprises text. 

C. As to point (3), applicant fails to consider the teaching of the Shank for 
providing media services which including text-to-speech services, speech recognition 
services, facsimile services, etc. the format or interface for each of these services are 
different, they are being selected by that deliver manager [i.e., player, recognizer, etc.; 
col. 5, lines 39-50; col. 17, lines 26-37]. Thus, Shank does teach the gateway is 
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configured to deliver the message for each manager in a fonnat selected by that 
manager. 

D. As to point (4), applicant fails to consider the teaching of Shank for 
providing text-to-speech services [col. 5, line 40]. Thus, Shank does teach that the 
selected format comprises text. 

F. As to point (5), applicant fails to consider Abstract Syntax Notation One 
(ASN1 ) is a well-known industry standard which is used for defining the data types for 
object attributes; Furthermore, Portable Management Interface (PMI) is only an 
abstraction of an interface, it can be developed for any specific system. Therefore, the 
rejection for claims 3, 12, 18, 27, 33 and 42 is based on the concept and advantage of 
industry standard and ordinary skill in the art, not based on hindsight as applicant 
argued. 

Accordingly, Carre and Shank are relevant prior art references. 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jinsong Hu whose telephone number is (703) 306 - 
5932. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John A. Follansbee, can be reached on (703) 305-8498. The fax number for 
Group 2100 is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of the application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist at (703) 305-3900. 

Jinsong Hu 

iVIarch 18,2004 /\ 




